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Instructions for Completing Consolidated State Application
Accountability Workbook

By January 31, 2003, States must complete and submit to the Department this
Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook. We understand that some of
the critical elements for the key principles may still be under consideration and may not
yet be final State policy by the January 31 due date. States that do not have final
approval for some of these elements or that have not finalized a decision on these
elements by January 31 should, when completing the Workbook, indicate the status of
each element which is not yet official State policy and provide the anticipated date by
which the proposed policy will become effective. In each of these cases, States must
include a timeline of steps to complete to ensure that such elements are in place by
May 1, 2003, and implemented during the 2002-2003 school year. By no later than May
1, 2003, States must submit to the Department final information for all sections of the
Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook.

Transmittal Instructions

To expedite the receipt of this Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook,
please send your submission via the Internet as a .doc file, pdf file, rtf or .txt file or
provide the URL for the site where your submission is posted on the Internet. Send
electronic submissions to conapp@ed.gov.

A State that submits only a paper submission should mail the submission by express
courier to:

Celia Sims

U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Ave., SW
Room 3W300

Washington, D.C. 20202-6400
(202) 401-0113
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PART I: Summary of Required Elements for State Accountability
Systems

Instructions

The following chart is an overview of States' implementation of the critical elements
required for approval of their State accountability systems. States must provide detailed
implementation information for each of these elements in Part Il of this Consolidated
State Application Accountability Workbook.

For each of the elements listed in the following chart, States should indicate the current
implementation status in their State using the following legend:

F: State has a final policy, approved by all the required entities in the State (e.g.,
State Board of Education, State Legislature), for implementing this element in its
accountability system.

P: State has a proposed policy for implementing this element in its accountability
system, but must still receive approval by required entities in the State (e.g.,
State Board of Education, State Legislature).

W: State is still working on formulating a policy to implement this element in its
accountability system.
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Summary of Implementation Status for Required Elements of
State Accountability Systems

Status State Accountability System Element

Principle 1: All Schools

F | 1.1  Accountability system includes all schools and districts in the state.

F| 1.2  Accountability system holds all schools to the same criteria.

F | 1.3 Accountability system incorporates the academic achievement standards.

F | 1.4  Accountability system provides information in a timely manner.

F | 1.5 Accountability system includes report cards.

F | 1.6 Accountability system includes rewards and sanctions.

Principle 2: All Students

F | 2.1 The accountability system includes all students

2.2  The accountability system has a consistent definition of full academic year.

2.3 The accountability system properly includes mobile students.

Principle 3: Method of AYP Determinations

F | 3.1 Accountability system expects all student subgroups, public schools, and LEAs to reach
proficiency by 2013-14.

3.2 Accountability system has a method for determining whether student subgroups, public
F schools, and LEAs made adequate yearly progress.

3.2a  Accountability system establishes a starting point.

F

3.2b  Accountability system establishes statewide annual measurable objectives.
F

3.2c  Accountability system establishes intermediate goals.
F

Principle 4: Annual Decisions

F | 4.1 The accountability system determines annually the progress of schools and districts.

STATUS Legend:
F — Final state policy
P — Proposed policy, awaiting State approval (Approved by State Board, awaiting USDOE approval)
W — Working to formulate policy
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nciple 5: Subgroup Accountability

Pri

5.1  The accountability system includes all the required student subgroups.

5.2  The accountability system holds schools and LEAs accountable for the progress of student
subgroups.

5.3  The accountability system includes students with disabilities.
5.4  The accountability system includes limited English proficient students.

5.5  The State has determined the minimum number of students sufficient to yield statistically
reliable information for each purpose for which disaggregated data are used.

5.6  The State has strategies to protect the privacy of individual students in reporting
achievement results and in determining whether schools and LEAs are making adequate
yearly progress on the basis of disaggregated subgroups.

nciple 6: Based on Academic Assessments

Pri

6.1  Accountability system is based primarily on academic assessments.

nciple 7: Additional Indicators

Pri

7.1  Accountability system includes graduation rate for high schools.

7.2  Accountability system includes an additional academic indicator for elementary and middle
schools.

7.3 Additional indicators are valid and reliable.

nciple 8: Separate Decisions for Reading/Lanquage Arts and Mathematics

Pri

8.1  Accountability system holds students, schools and districts separately accountable for
reading/language arts and mathematics.

nciple 9: System Validity and Reliability

Pri

9.1  Accountability system produces reliable decisions.
9.2  Accountability system produces valid decisions.
9.3  State has a plan for addressing changes in assessment and student population.

nciple 10: Participation Rate

10.1  Accountability system has a means for calculating the rate of participation in the statewide
assessment.

10.2  Accountability system has a means for applying the 95% assessment criteria to student
subgroups and small schools.
STATUS Legend:
F — Final policy
P — Proposed Policy, awaiting State approval (Approved by State Board, awaiting USDOE approval)
W- Working to formulate policy
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PART II: State Response and Activities for Meeting State
Accountability System Requirements

Instructions

In Part Il of this Workbook, States are to provide detailed information for each of the
critical elements required for State accountability systems. States should answer the
guestions asked about each of the critical elements in the State's accountability system.
States that do not have final approval for any of these elements or that have not
finalized a decision on these elements by January 31, 2003, should, when completing
this section of the Workbook, indicate the status of each element that is not yet official
State policy and provide the anticipated date by which the proposed policy will become
effective. In each of these cases, States must include a timeline of steps to complete to
ensure that such elements are in place by May 1, 2003, and implemented during the
2002-2003 school year. By no later than May 1, 2003, States must submit to the
Department final information for all sections of the Consolidated State Application
Accountability Workbook.
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PRINCIPLE 1. A single statewide Accountability System applied to all public

schools and LEAs.

CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING STATUTORY
REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

1.1 How does the State
Accountability System
include every public school
and LEA in the State?

Every public school and LEA is
required to make adequate
yearly progress and is included in
the State Accountability System.

State has a definition of “public
school” and “LEA” for AYP
accountability purposes.

e The State Accountability
System produces AYP
decisions for all public
schools, including public
schools with variant grade
configurations (e.g., K-12),
public schools that serve
special populations (e.qg.,
alternative public schools,
juvenile institutions, state
public schools for the blind)
and public charter schools.
It also holds accountable
public schools with no
grades assessed (e.g., K-
2).

A public school or LEA is not
required to make adequate
yearly progress and is not
included in the State
Accountability System.

State policy systematically
excludes certain public schools
and/or LEAs.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

ORS 329.105 establishes a state report card for all schools and districts as the basis of asingle

statewide accountability system.

Schools without any grades in which state assessments are administered, will be evaluated on the
basis of the performance of their studentsin the first subsequent test administration. For
example, AY P of K-2 schools will be assessed on the basis of their students performance on
grade 3 tests. Small schools with atotal tested population below the minimum N criterion will be
assessed by the LEA. The state will provide guidelines for LEAsto use in determining AY P for
small schools. These guidelinesinclude using additional years of data and including local
assessments of academic achievement to build a sufficient quantity of assessment datato make a

reliable judgment.
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING STATUTORY
REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

1.2 How are all public schools
and LEAs held to the same
criteria when making an AYP
determination?

All public schools and LEAs are
systematically judged on the
basis of the same criteria when
making an AYP determination.

If applicable, the AYP definition is
integrated into the State
Accountability System.

Some public schools and LEAs
are systematically judged on the
basis of alternate criteria when
making an AYP determination.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

AY P determinations will be based on the results of statewide assessments in reading knowledge
and skills, writing performance assessment (Reading/LA), math knowledge and skills and math
problem solving (Mathematics). Oregon reading and math knowledge and skills tests are scored
on acommon scale across al grades. Writing and math performance assessments are scored on
multi-trait analytic scoring guides. Each test yields a composite score. Scores on all tests are
evaluated to performance standard criteria (exceeds standard, meets standard, nearly meets
standard, low and very low). Since all test results can be located on a common five-point scale,
the test results for any school can be evaluated on that scale. Scores in the meets and exceeds
categories are proficient. All scores below meets are not proficient.

http://www.ode.state.or.us/asmt/standards/
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING STATUTORY
REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

1.3 Does the State have, at a
minimum, a definition of
basic, proficient and
advanced student
achievement levels in
reading/language arts and
mathematics?

State has defined three levels of
student achievement: basic,
proficient and advanced.’

Student achievement levels of
proficient and advanced
determine how well students are
mastering the materials in the
State’s academic content
standards; and the basic level of
achievement provides complete
information about the progress of
lower-achieving students toward
mastering the proficient and
advanced levels.

Standards do not meet the
legislated requirements.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon identifies five levels of performance. “Exceeds Standard” indicates advanced
achievement. “Meets Standard” indicates proficient achievement. Oregon uses three levels of
basic performance to indicate progress towards proficiency: “Nearly Meets’, “Low” and “Very
Low”. Page 13 of the Report Card Technical Manual charts the specific cut points for each test

and grade level.

http://reportcard.ode.state.or.us/docs/2002RCM an. pdf

! System of State achievement standards will be reviewed by the Standards and Assessments Peer
Review. The Accountability Peer Review will determine that achievement levels are used in determining

AYP.

10
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EXAMPLES FOR EXAMPLES OF
CRITICAL ELEMENT MEETING STATUTORY NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS

1.4 How does the State provide State provides decisions about Timeline does not provide
accountability and adequate | adequate yearly progress in time | sufficient time for LEAs to fulfill

yearly progress decisions for LEAs to implement the their responsibilities before the
and information in a timely required provisions before the beginning of the next academic
manner? beginning of the next academic year.

year.

State allows enough time to
notify parents about public school
choice or supplemental
educational service options, time
for parents to make an informed
decision, and time to implement
public school choice and
supplemental educational
services.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon statute requires the state to issue report cards by January 31 based on tests from the
previous academic year. Oregon administers tests throughout the year and returns individual
results as soon after testing as possible. Online assessment results are available immediately after
testing. Knowledge and skills tests administered on paper are returned in six weeks. Performance
assessments are returned within three months. School and LEA results are aggregated over the
summer and summaries are published as they are ready. Schools and LEAS review and verify
results during the fall and the state report card published in January has been the determination of
AY P through 2002.

All schoolsand LEA’swill be notified of their AYP status by early August, which isbefore
the start of school in September. Schoolswho did not make AYP for the previous year, will
be notified by July 1. Thereareavery small number of schools, and no districts, in this
status currently, which allows usto calculate their AYP statusin advance of the August
announcement. Since many mor e schoolswill bein this status next year and since Oregon
law prohibits administering state performance assessments earlier in year, we may not be
ableto notify schools much before August 1. However, that will permit schools who fail to
meet AYP two or moreyearsin arow to offer school choice or make other required
responses befor e school beginsin thefall. If the deter mination isthat a school has not met
AYP for the second year in arow and an appeal cannot be resolved befor e school starts, the
school will provide choice (or other required actions as appropriateif the school has not
met AY P for mor e than two year s) based on the preliminary deter mination. If the final
resolution of the appeal leadsto the deter mination the AY P was met, the school will
continueto providetransportation for theremainder of the school year.

11
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING STATUTORY
REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

1.5 Does the State
Accountability System
produce an annual State
Report Card?

The State Report Card includes
all the required data elements
[see Appendix A for the list of
required data elements].

The State Report Card is
available to the public at the
beginning of the academic year.

The State Report Card is
accessible in languages of major
populations in the State, to the
extent possible.

Assessment results and other
academic indicators (including
graduation rates) are reported by
student subgroups

The State Report Card does not
include all the required data
elements.

The State Report Card is not
available to the public.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

ORS 329.105 requires the state to produce a report card annually. The cards for each school and
LEA are available on our public website and paper copies are sent to each LEA. LEAs must
distribute the report cards to all parents by a specific date. Report cards are available in English
and Spanish (The two major languages spoken in Oregon.). The following URL isalink to the
current report cards: http://reportcard.ode.state.or.us/

We proposeto send out thisyear’sreport card on the current schedule of January, 2004.
However, most of the data will be published on Oregon’sweb site and on printed
assessment reports as soon asthey areavailable. In futureyears, Oregon will send out the
combined report card during thefall (beginning) of the school year following testing.

12
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EXAMPLES FOR EXAMPLES OF
CRITICAL ELEMENT MEETING STATUTORY NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS
1.6 How does the State State uses one or more types of | State does not implement
Accountability System rewards and sanctions, where rewards or sanctions for public
include rewards and the criteria are: schools and LEAs based on
sanctions for public schools adequate yearly progress.
and LEAs?? «  Set by the State;

e Based on adequate yearly
progress decisions; and,

» Applied uniformly across
public schools and LEAs.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

All schoolsthat fail to meet AYP will be required to submit a plan of correction that
indicates how state and federal funds provided to the school will be used to improve

per formance of subgroups not making AYP. Thisplan will beintegrated into the current
statutory requirement for Consolidated District  mprovement Plans (CDIP; ORS 329.095).
Titlel schoolswill also face the sanctions defined by NCL B for not meeting AY P two years
inarow or more.

All schoolsthat show exceptional achievement will be rewarded through the Blue Ribbon
Schools Program. Titlel schoolsthat show exceptional achievement will also berewarded
by the Title | Distinguished Schools Program.

As the State economy improves, the Oregon Department of Education will examine further
opportunities to provide financial rewards to the outstanding schools and districts.

% The state must provide rewards and sanctions for all public schools and LEAs for making adequate
yearly progress, except that the State is not required to hold schools and LEAs not receiving Title | funds
to the requirements of section 1116 of NCLB [§200.12(b)(40)].

13
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PRINCIPLE 2. All students are included in the State Accountability System.

CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING STATUTORY
REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

2.1 How does the State
Accountability System
include all students in the
State?

All students in the State are
included in the State
Accountability System.

The definitions of “public school”
and “LEA” account for all
students enrolled in the public
school district, regardless of
program or type of public school.

Public school students exist in
the State for whom the State
Accountability System makes no
provision.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon statute defines LEA or “school district” (ORS 332.002; ORS 332.007; ORS 332.072).
Policy on schools are defined in the following document:

https://district.ode.state.or.us/docs/sf da/ref erence/school def . pdf

The school definition document established an institution ID system that is used as the basis of

the state’ s accountability system.

14
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING STATUTORY
REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

2.2 How does the State define
“full academic year” for
identifying students in AYP
decisions?

The State has a definition of “full
academic year” for determining
which students are to be included
in decisions about AYP.

The definition of full academic
year is consistent and applied
statewide.

LEAs have varying definitions of
“full academic year.”

The State’s definition excludes
students who must transfer from
one district to another as they
advance to the next grade.

The definition of full academic
year is not applied consistently.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon defines “full academic year” to be more than half the number of instructional daysin the
school’ s calendar. Oregon sets standards for instructional time in terms of hours and sets separate
numbers of required hours at different grade levels. The above definition can be applied

consistently across all schools.

15




CONSOLIDATED STATE APPLICATION ACCOUNTABILITY WORKBOOK

CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING STATUTORY
REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

2.3 How does the State
Accountability System
determine which students
have attended the same
public school and/or LEA for
a full academic year?

State holds public schools
accountable for students who
were enrolled at the same public
school for a full academic year.

State holds LEAs accountable for
students who transfer during the
full academic year from one
public school within the district to
another public school within the
district.

State definition requires students
to attend the same public school
for more than a full academic
year to be included in public
school accountability.

State definition requires students
to attend school in the same
district for more than a full
academic year to be included in
district accountability.

State holds public schools
accountable for students who
have not attended the same
public school for a full academic
year.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon is developing a statewide student registration system, but it does not currently include
dates of enrollment. LEAs must keep that information to report summary data for our school
funding formula. Therefore, the state will report results on al students tested and ask LEAsto
identify students who should be excluded from AY P cal culations because they were not enrolled

for at least a half year.

Our plan isto develop our student identification to include the capacity to identify enrollment
dates so that the state can calculate full academic year from a central dataset. Our target isto
have this function in place for the 2003-04 school year.

16
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PRINCIPLE 3. State definition of AYP is based on expectations for growth in
student achievement that is continuous and substantial, such that all students
are proficient in reading/language arts and mathematics no later than 2013-2014.

CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

3.1 How does the State’s
definition of adequate yearly
progress require all students
to be proficient in
reading/language arts and
mathematics by the 2013-
2014 academic year?

The State has a timeline for
ensuring that all students will
meet or exceed the State’s
proficient level of academic
achievement in reading/language
arts® and mathematics, not later
than 2013-2014.

State definition does not require
all students to achieve
proficiency by 2013-2014.

State extends the timeline past
the 2013-2014 academic year.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

On May 16, 2002, the State Board adopted the ESEA performance goals including Goal 1, which
sets 2013-14 as the year by which all students will meet proficiency standardsin
reading/language arts and mathematics.

% If the state has separate assessments to cover its language arts standards (e.g., reading and writing),
the State must create a method to include scores from all the relevant assessments.

17
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

3.2 How does the State
Accountability System
determine whether each
student subgroup, public
school and LEA makes
AYP?

For a public school and LEA to
make adequate yearly progress,
each student subgroup must
meet or exceed the State annual
measurable objectives, each
student subgroup must have at
least a 95% participation rate in
the statewide assessments, and
the school must meet the State’s
requirement for other academic
indicators.

However, if in any particular year
the student subgroup does not
meet those annual measurable
objectives, the public school or
LEA may be considered to have
made AYP, if the percentage of
students in that group who did
not meet or exceed the proficient
level of academic achievement
on the State assessments for that
year decreased by 10% of that
percentage from the preceding
public school year; that group
made progress on one or more of
the State’s academic indicators;
and that group had at least 95%
participation rate on the
statewide assessment.

State uses different method for
calculating how public schools
and LEAs make AYP.

18
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STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon will establish a series of annual targets that apply to all groups (state, district, school and
subgroups) The targets can be displayed as two tables (one for reading/language arts and one for
mathematics) with a column for each year from 2002 to 2014 and arow for each subgroup (total,
students with disabilities, limited English proficiency, poverty, and six ethnic/racial groups). A
growth target for each subgroup will be defined as 1/12" of the difference between the 2014
target of 100% and the 2002 starting point. (The annual targets are displayed at the end of this
document.)

A school may meet AY P if the percent meeting for each subgroup is within the 99% confidence
interval of the target or the percent not meeting was reduced by 10 % from the previous year
(safe harbor). The additional indicator (graduation rate for high schools and attendance for
middle and elementary schools) must also meet or exceed the minimum standard and at least
95% of the students must be tested.

Oregon’ onlinetesting system (TESA) provides multiple assessmentsduring ayear. Early
administrations of state assessments using our online system arefor diagnostic pur poses.
The official administration for AYP purposeswill bein the spring. Thiswill be

oper ationalized by counting the test taken closest to May 1.

19
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

3.2a What is the State’s starting
point for calculating
Adequate Yearly
Progress?

Using data from the 2001-2002
school year, the State
established separate starting
points in reading/language arts
and mathematics for measuring
the percentage of students
meeting or exceeding the State’s
proficient level of academic
achievement.

Each starting point is based, at a
minimum, on the higher of the
following percentages of students
at the proficient level: (1) the
percentage in the State of
proficient students in the lowest-
achieving student subgroup; or,
(2) the percentage of proficient
students in a public school at the
20" percentile of the State’s total
enrollment among all schools
ranked by the percentage of
students at the proficient level.

A State may use these
procedures to establish separate
starting points by grade span;
however, the starting point must
be the same for all like schools
(e.g., one same starting point for
all elementary schools, one same
starting point for all middle
schools...).

The State Accountability System
uses a different method for
calculating the starting point (or
baseline data).

20
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STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon will combine results from 2001 and 2002 to cal culate the 2002 baseline. We will set
single starting points (one for English/Language Arts and one for mathematics) for all grade
levels. Oregon will use the percent meeting of the school at the 20" percentile to set the starting
points for the total population and for each subgroup.

21
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

3.2b What are the State’s annual
measurable
objectives for determining
adequate yearly progress?

State has annual measurable
objectives that are consistent
with a state’s intermediate goals
and that identify for each year a
minimum percentage of students
who must meet or exceed the
proficient level of academic
achievement on the State’s
academic assessments.

The State’s annual measurable
objectives ensure that all
students meet or exceed the
State’s proficient level of
academic achievement within the
timeline.

The State’s annual measurable
objectives are the same
throughout the State for each
public school, each LEA, and
each subgroup of students.

The State Accountability System
uses another method for
calculating annual measurable
objectives.

The State Accountability System
does not include annual
measurable objectives.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

As described in the answer to 3.2 above, targets are set separately for reading/language arts and
for mathematics. Targets are set for each year and subgroup, and they apply to all schools, LEAS

and to the state.

22
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

3.2c What are the State’s
intermediate goals for
determining adequate
yearly progress?

State has established
intermediate goals that increase
in equal increments over the
period covered by the State
timeline.

* The first incremental
increase takes effect not
later than the 2004-2005
academic year.

« Each following incremental
increase occurs within
three years.

The State uses another method
for calculating intermediate goals.

The State does not include
intermediate goals in its definition
of adequate yearly progress.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon will establish reading/language arts and mathematics intermediate goals for all schools
and LEAs that increase in equal increments over the 12-year timeline. There will befive
intermediate goals (2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, and 2013)
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PRINCIPLE 4. State makes annual decisions about the achievement of all public
schools and LEAs.

EXAMPLES FOR EXAMPLES OF
CRITICAL ELEMENT MEETING REQUIREMENTS NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS
4.1 How does the State AYP decisions for each public AYP decisions for public schools
Accountability System school and LEA are made and LEAs are not made annually.
make an annual annually.”

determination of whether
each public school and LEA
in the State made AYP?

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

ORS 329.105 establishes an annual report card to assess the effectiveness of schools and LEAS.
Thisreport card is the basis of our accountability system and we will continue to determine
effectiveness as defined by AY P annually.

We will use two years of datato determine if aschool or district has made AY P each year. For
example, the 2002 baseline will be calculated on the aggregation of 2001 and 2002 results. This
provides a more reliable measure of effectiveness and allows us to hold more small schools and
LEAs accountable for all subgroups.

* Decisions may be based upon several years of data and data may be averaged across grades within a
public school [§1111(b)(2)(J)].
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PRINCIPLE 5. All public schools and LEAs are held accountable for the
achievement of individual subgroups.

CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING REQUIREMENTS

5.1 How does the definition of
adequate yearly progress
include all the required
student subgroups?

Identifies subgroups for defining
adequate yearly progress:
economically disadvantaged,
major racial and ethnic groups,
students with disabilities, and
students with limited English
proficiency.

Provides definition and data
source of subgroups for adequate
yearly progress.

State does not disaggregate data
by each required student
subgroup.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

The administration manuals for our assessments describe the definition of the subgroups of racial
and ethnic groups, students with disabilities and students with limited English proficiency.
http://www.ode.state.or.us/asmt/administration/manual /

Economically disadvantaged students are identified by a question about access to computer
technology in the home that is embedded in every test form. This definition was approved under
the prior reauthorization of ESEA. However we are planning to implement data collection
systems to include family income measures (e.g., free and reduced lunch program applications)

into our definition.
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING REQUIREMENTS

5.2 How are public schools
and LEAs held
accountable for the
progress of student
subgroups in the
determination of adequate
yearly progress?

Public schools and LEAs are held
accountable for student subgroup
achievement: economically
disadvantaged, major ethnic and
racial groups, students with
disabilities, and limited English
proficient students.

State does not include student
subgroups in its State
Accountability System.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon assessments are disaggregated by the student characteristics of economic disadvantage,
disability, limited English proficiency, and the ethnic/racial groups of Asian, African American,
Hispanic, Native American, White and multi-ethnic. Schools, LEAs and the state are held
accountabl e for the achievement of each subgroup and well as the total population.
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING REQUIREMENTS

5.3 How are students with
disabilities included in the
State’s definition of
adequate yearly progress?

All students with disabilities
participate in statewide
assessments: general
assessments with or without
accommodations or an alternate
assessment based on grade level
standards for the grade in which
students are enrolled.

State demonstrates that students
with disabilities are fully included
in the State Accountability
System.

The State Accountability System
or State policy excludes students
with disabilities from participating
in the statewide assessments.

State cannot demonstrate that
alternate assessments measure
grade-level standards for the
grade in which students are
enrolled.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS
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EXAMPLES FOR EXAMPLES OF
CRITICAL ELEMENT MEETING REQUIREMENTS NOT MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon has awide range of options available to assess all students with disabilities. This
document describes the options available:
http://www.ode.state.or.us/asmt/administration/comprehensiveasmt.pdf . Oregon maintains and
quarterly updates atable of accepted accommodations and modifications:
http://www.ode.state.or.us/asmt/administration/manual s/tables/ . Testing with Accommodations
is considered a standard administration. These accommodations are available to all students
including both students with and without disabilities and students who are English language
learners. Modifications are not considered part of a standard administration. Modifications are
available only to English language learners, students with IEPs, and students eligible under
section 504. Scores obtained under modified conditions do not allow students to meet standards
and are counted as not proficient for AY P calculation.

All students enrolled in an LEA areincluded in AYP calculations. If astudent isservedin a
school other than the school of enrollment, scores are reported to both schools, however the
scores are counted in the school of enrollment for accountability purposes.

All students, including those with disabilities, will be assessed to the same standar ds.
Oregon will consider setting standardsfor alter nate assessmentsfor up to the current cap
of 1% . However, existing policy isto hold all students accountable for the same standard
of performance and it will take a significant review with involvement of teachersand
parentsto consider alternative standards. That work could not be completed in timeto
affect AYP thisyear.
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING REQUIREMENTS

5.4 How are students with
limited English proficiency
included in the State’s
definition of adequate
yearly progress?

All LEP student participate in
statewide assessments: general
assessments with or without
accommodations or a native
language version of the general
assessment based on grade level
standards.

State demonstrates that LEP
students are fully included in the
State Accountability System.

LEP students are not fully
included in the State
Accountability System.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon provides mathematics tests that present questions in English and two other languages
(Spanish and Russian) side by side. Students also have the option of taking math tests with the
guestions presented in simplified language. A simplified language reading test is being piloted
this year. (See the administration manual for description of the options:
http://www.ode.state.or.us/asmt/administration/manuals/ ) All LEP students must be assessed

with a standard assessment, one of the alternatives described above, or with modified
administration (e.g., local translation).
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EXAMPLES FOR EXAMPLES OF

CRITICAL ELEMENT MEETING REQUIREMENTS NOT MEETING REQUIREMENTS
5.5 What is the State's State defines the number of State does not define the required

definition of the minimum students required in a subgroup number of students in a subgroup

number of students in a for reporting and accountability for reporting and accountability

subgroup required for purposes, and applies this purposes.

reporting purposes? For definition consistently across the

accountability purposes? State.’ Definition is not applied

consistently across the State.
Definition of subgroup will result in
data that are statistically reliable. Definition does not result in data
that are statistically reliable.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon administers two tests to assess each content area. Therefore the minimum cell sizeis
expressed in terms of a number of scores rather than number of students. In reviewing the
variance of our tests and the reliability of decisions based on percent of students proficient, we
have determined that a minimum of 42 scores (21 - 28 students) will result in adequate statistical
reliability and sufficient inclusion of schools and subgroups. Oregon will combine scores from
two years to make annual determination of AYP.

Oregon has been collaborating with Brian Gong and Richard Hill of the Center For Assessment.
We are currently conducting analyses using the methods outlined by Richard Hill and Charles
DePascal e (http://www.nciea.org/publications/ CCSSO_Reliability RHCD.pdf) These methods
will alow usto estimate the reliability of the AY P determination over time. If we find that the
reliability of the AYP model is sufficient to allow a smaller minimum, we will amend our
proposal. Similarly, if statistical reliability requires more scores, we will raise the minimum N.
These analyses will be conducted annually.

®> The minimum number is not required to be the same for reporting and accountability.
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EXAMPLES FOR EXAMPLES OF
CRITICAL ELEMENT MEETING REQUIREMENTS NOT MEETING REQUIREMENTS
5.6 How does the State Definition does not reveal Definition reveals personally
Accountability System personally identifiable identifiable information.
protect the privacy of information.®

students when reporting
results and when
determining AYP?

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon policy isto suppress reporting of groups smaller than six students
(http://reportcard.ode.state.or.us/docs/2002RCM an.pdf). We will continue that policy to protect
the privacy of individual students. Schools or subgroupsthat have 99% or 100% of students
meeting standard will be reported as“99% or above’ to protect the privacy of students
whereall meet the standard.

® The Family Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) prohibits an LEA that receives Federal funds
from releasing, without the prior written consent of a student’s parents, any personally identifiable
information contained in a student’s education record.
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PRINCIPLE 6. State definition of AYP is based primarily on the State’s academic

assessments.

CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

6.1 How is the State’s
definition of adequate
yearly progress based
primarily on academic
assessments?

Formula for AYP shows that
decisions are based primarily on
assessments.’

Plan clearly identifies which
assessments are included in
accountability.

Formula for AYP shows that
decisions are based primarily on
non-academic indicators or
indicators other than the State
assessments.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Reading/language arts is assessed by a knowledge and skills test (multiple-choice format) and a
writing test (on-demand performance assessment). Mathematics is assessed by a knowledge and
skillstest (multiple-choice format) and a math problem-solving test (on-demand performance
assessment). The percents meeting calculated from these test results will be the major
determinants of meeting AY P. The only other factors will be the additional indicators of
graduation rate, attendance and participation.

" State Assessment System will be reviewed by the Standards and Assessments Peer Review Team.
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PRINCIPLE 7. State definition of AYP includes graduation rates for public High schools and an
additional indicator selected by the State for public Middle and public Elementary schools (such

as attendance rates).

CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING REQUIREMENTS

7.1 What is the State definition

for the public high school
graduation rate?

State definition of graduation rate:

e Calculates the percentage
of students, measured
from the beginning of the
school year, who graduate
from public high school
with a regular diploma (not
including a GED or any
other diploma not fully
aligned with the state’s
academic standards) in
the standard number of
years; or,

» Uses another more
accurate definition that
has been approved by the
Secretary; and

e Must avoid counting a
dropout as a transfer.

Graduation rate is included (in the
aggregate) for AYP, and
disaggregated (as necessary) for
use when applying the exception
clause® to make AYP.

State definition of public high
school graduation rate does not
meet these criteria.

8 See USC 6311(b)(2)(1)(i), and 34 C.F.R. 200.20(b)
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STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

The graduation rate is calculated using a one-year version of the modified NCES graduation rate
formula:
Graduates

Graduate + Dropouts
Where Graduatesis the number of students who graduated with a standard diploma in the
school year and following summer school session in the standard number of years, and
Dropoutsisthe number of students dropping out of grades 9-12 in the school year in accordance
with the NCES dropout definition.

Oregon chose to use the data for four classes in one school year instead tracking one class over
four years in determining the number of dropouts, in order to better measure the immediate effect
of educational policiesthat existed in the reporting year.

The graduation and dropout counts for schools and all subgroups except economically
disadvantaged can be determined with confidence for 2001-02 using data currently collected by
the Department. For this subgroup, the Department will calculate a one-year graduation rate,
using the formula
Graduatesep

Studentsgizep
where
Graduatesep is the number of economically disadvantaged students graduating in 2001-02, and

Studentssi2ep IS the number of economically disadvantaged students enrolled in grade 12 in
2001-02.

The reason Oregon chose to calculate a one-year rate for this subgroup is that reliable data does
not exist to calculate afour-year rate.

Beginning with the 2002-03 school year, the Department is proposing two methods of collecting
graduation data that will satisfy the needs of NCLB. Oneisto expand the existing school level
collection form by adding boxes to indicate the number of LEP, special education, and
economically disadvantaged students who graduate.

The second way will be to collect graduation data by student. We will get one report (record)
from every student who completes the 12" grade showing what credential they earned, or that
they did not earn a credential. Each record will contain a place where the school can indicate
race/ethnicity, gender, and special education, LEP, and economically disadvantaged status.
Either way, from 2002-03 on, the Department will be able to gather the data it needs to calculate
graduation rates for all subgroups using the NCES formula. The criterion for making AY P will
betheinverseof the dropout rate standard used on existing state report cardsor

measur able progress towar dsthat goal.
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING REQUIREMENTS

7.2 What is the State’s
additional academic
indicator for public
elementary schools for the
definition of AYP? For
public middle schools for
the definition of AYP?

State defines the additional
academic indicators, e.g.,
additional State or locally
administered assessments not
included in the State assessment
system, grade-to-grade retention
rates or attendance rates.’

An additional academic indicator
is included (in the aggregate) for
AYP, and disaggregated (as
necessary) for use when applying
the exception clause to make
AYP.

State has not defined an
additional academic indicator for
elementary and middle schools.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon will use attendance as the additional academic indicator for elementary and middie
schools. Thisindicator isarequired element in our current report card system (ORS 329.105)
and we will usethe currently established standard for adequate attendance or measurable

progresstowardsthat goal asthecriterion for making AYP .

® NCLB only lists these indicators as examples.
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING REQUIREMENTS

7.3 Are the State’s academic
indicators valid and
reliable?

State has defined academic
indicators that are valid and
reliable.

State has defined academic
indicators that are consistent with
nationally recognized standards, if
any.

State has an academic indicator
that is not valid and reliable.

State has an academic indicator
that is not consistent with
nationally recognized standards.

State has an academic indicator
that is not consistent within grade
levels.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

As previously noted, Oregon uses the additional academic indicatorsin our current
accountability system. The selection of the indicators was based on areview of research and of
systems that had been working in other states prior to Oregon’ s decision to include them in 1999.
We have established reliable methods of data collection and review. In our experience, these
indicators are valid for the purpose of assessing the effectiveness of schools and districts.
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PRINCIPLE 8. AYP is based on reading/language arts and mathematics
achievement objectives.

EXAMPLES FOR EXAMPLES OF
CRITICAL ELEMENT MEETING REQUIREMENTS NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS
8.1 Does the state measure State AYP determination for State AYP determination for
achievement in student subgroups, public student subgroups, public
reading/language arts and schools and LEAs separately schools and LEAs averages or
mathematics separately for measures reading/language arts | combines achievement across
determining AYP? and mathematics. *° reading/language arts and
mathematics.

AYP is a separate calculation for
reading/language arts and
mathematics for each group,
public school, and LEA.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Separate determinations will be made for reading/language arts and mathematics.
Reading/language arts are defined by Oregon’ s English content standards and assessed by
knowledge and skills tests (multiple-choice format) and a writing assessment (performance
assessment rated using an analytic trait rubric).

Mathematics is assessed by knowledge and skills tests and a performance assessment of math
problem solving.

19 |f the state has more than one assessment to cover its language arts standards, the State must create
a method for including scores from all the relevant assessments.
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PRINCIPLE 9. State Accountability System is statistically valid and reliable.

CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

9.1 How do AYP
determinations meet the
State’s standard for
acceptable reliability?

State has defined a method for
determining an acceptable level of
reliability (decision consistency)
for AYP decisions.

State provides evidence that
decision consistency is (1) within
the range deemed acceptable to
the State, and (2) meets
professional standards and
practice.

State publicly reports the estimate
of decision consistency, and
incorporates it appropriately into
accountability decisions.

State updates analysis and
reporting of decision consistency
at appropriate intervals.

State does not have an
acceptable method for
determining reliability (decision
consistency) of accountability
decisions, e.g., it reports only
reliability coefficients for its
assessments.

State has parameters for
acceptable reliability; however,
the actual reliability (decision
consistency) falls outside those
parameters.

State’s evidence regarding
accountability reliability (decision
consistency) is not updated.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon has been collaborating with Brian Gong and Richard Hill of the Center For Assessment.
We are currently conducting analyses using the methods outlined by Richard Hill and Charles
DePascal e (http://www.nciea.org/publications/ CCSSO_Reliability RHCD.pdf) Our projections

reveal that this proposal will provide as reliable and inclusive formula as possible under the law.

The analyses we are currently conducting will allow usto estimate the reliability of our model
for determining AY P. We will review our results each year with both our in-state advisory
groups and a national technical advisory pandl.
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

9.2 What is the State's process
for making valid AYP
determinations?

State has established a process
for public schools and LEASs to
appeal an accountability decision.

State does not have a system for
handling appeals of accountability
decisions.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon has developed an online application for LEAsto usein verifying summary results. Post
Assessment Data Management (PADM) allows LEASs to review the demographic data associated
with each test score. If an LEA believesthat there is an error in the summary rating, they are
asked to identify the specific data elements that are in error. For example, if the student’s ethnic
code was entered in error on the answer sheet, the LEA can change the code to the correct value
online. The principle underlying the use of PADM is that the assignment of a summary rating
such as meeting an AY P target is the result of applying a formula defined by state policy. If the
LEA disagrees with arating, it must be the result of an error in the underlying data. PADM
allows LEAs and the SEA to agree on the data and the ratings.

39




CONSOLIDATED STATE APPLICATION ACCOUNTABILITY WORKBOOK

EXAMPLES FOR EXAMPLES OF
CRITICAL ELEMENT MEETING REQUIREMENTS NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS
9.3 How has the State planned | State has a plan to maintain State’s transition plan interrupts
for incorporating into its continuity in AYP decisions annual determination of AYP.
definition of AYP necessary for validity through
anticipated changes in planned assessment changes, State does not have a plan for
assessments? and other changes necessary to handling changes: e.g., to its
comply fully with NCLB." assessment system, or the

addition of new public schools.
State has a plan for including new
public schools in the State
Accountability System.

State has a plan for periodically
reviewing its State Accountability
System, so that unforeseen
changes can be quickly
addressed.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon owns all the items used in our assessments and maintains the single scale that is used to
measure progress in each subject area. Therefore, new assessments can be easily calibrated to
exiting standards. Oregon will be piloting additional assessmentsin grades 4, 6 and 7 this year.
The new tests will be administered in 2004 and 2005 to sufficient numbers of students to allow
statistical equating of the tests to established annual objectives.

New schoolswill be held accountable as soon as sufficient data points are available. Two years
of data are used to determine if a school has met the annual objective. For established schools,
two years data are also used to determine growth. Students enrolled in newly reconstituted
schools will beincluded in LEA accountability. State policy isthat if enrollment of a school
changes by more than 40% due to boundary changes, it is considered a new school. Assessment
data will be reported on new schools the first year.

1 Several events may occur which necessitate such a plan. For example, (1) the State may need to
include additional assessments in grades 3-8 by 2005-2006; (2) the State may revise content and/or
academic achievement standards; (3) the State may need to recalculate the starting point with the
addition of new assessments; or (4) the State may need to incorporate the graduation rate or other
indicators into its State Accountability System. These events may require new calculations of validity and
reliability.
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PRINCIPLE 10. In order for a public school or LEA to make AYP, the State
ensures that it assessed at least 95% of the students enrolled in each subgroup.

CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

10.1 What is the State's method
for calculating participation
rates in the State
assessments for use in
AYP determinations?

State has a procedure to
determine the number of absent
or untested students (by
subgroup and aggregate).

State has a procedure to
determine the denominator (total
enrollment) for the 95%
calculation (by subgroup and
aggregate).

Public schools and LEAs are held
accountable for reaching the 95%
assessed goal.

The state does not have a
procedure for determining the
rate of students participating in
statewide assessments.

Public schools and LEAs are not
held accountable for testing at
least 95% of their students.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Oregon has a national reputation for providing assessments for all students and a policy of

requiring that all students be tested (see test administration manual

http://www.ode.state.or.us/asmt/administration/manuals/ ). Schools and LEAs will be held

accountable for the achievement of all students. AY P calculations will be made with total
enrollment as the denominator. Students who were absent from testing and students whose
parents refused to alow them to participate (under conditions specified by OAR 581-022-1910
or OAR 581-022-0611) will be counted as not participating. The standard is 95% participation.
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CRITICAL ELEMENT

EXAMPLES FOR
MEETING REQUIREMENTS

EXAMPLES OF
NOT MEETING
REQUIREMENTS

10.2 What is the State's policy
for determining when the
95% assessed
requirement should be
applied?

State has a policy that
implements the regulation
regarding the use of 95%
allowance when the group is
statistically significant according
to State rules.

State does not have a procedure
for making this determination.

STATE RESPONSE AND STATE ACTIVITIES FOR MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Since schools and LEAS are accountabl e for the achievement of all students, the participation
rate requirement appliesto al schools and LEAS.
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AYP Targets

ELA (KSReading and

\Writing) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Tota 40 40 40 50 50 50 60 60 60 70 80 90 100
SWD 40 40 40 50 50 50 60 60 60 70 80 90 100
LEP 40 40 40 50 50 50 60 60 60 70 80 90 100
Poverty 40 40 40 50 50 50 60 60 60 70 80 90 100
American Indian 40 40 40 50 50 50 60 60 60 70 80 90 100
Asian 40 40 40 50 50 50 60 60 60 70 80 90 100
African American 40 40 40 50 50 50 60 60 60 70 80 90 100
Hispanic 40 40 40 50 50 50 60 60 60 70 80 90 100
White 40 40 40 50 50 50 60 60 60 70 80 90 100
Multi-ethnic 40 40 40 50 50 50 60 60 60 70 80 90 100
Math (KSand
Problem-Solving) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Total 39 39 39 49 49 49 59 59 59 70 80 90 100
SWD 39 39 39 49 49 49 59 59 59 70 80 90 100
LEP 39 39 39 49 49 49 59 59 59 70 80 90 100
Poverty 39 39 39 49 49 49 59 59 59 70 80 90 100
American Indian 39 39 39 49 49 49 59 59 59 70 80 90 100
Asian 39 39 39 49 49 49 59 59 59 70 80 90 100
African American 39 39 39 49 49 49 59 59 59 70 80 90 100
Hispanic 39 39 39 49 49 49 59 59 59 70 80 90 100
White 39 39 39 49 49 49 59 59 59 70 80 90 100
Multi-ethnic 39 39 39 49 49 49 59 59 59 70 80 90 100




